This issue of ATLA contains a number of articles which are both significant and shocking -significant because of the issues they address, and shocking because those issues are still pertinent in 2016.
chemicals and products, it is only about 8%. Hence, the authors conclude that "animal research must become markedly better at predicting human responses to drugs and disease, in order to maintain public support".
It is clear from this survey that the general public, in particular, are not well informed, either about the performance of scientific procedures on animals or about what the results mean in terms of preventing and treating disease in humans. This could be seen to reflect, on the one hand, the failure of the animal welfare movement to inform the general public about the situation as it really is, and, on the other hand, the success of the proexpectation lobby, as they promote belief in the necessity of animal research for dealing effectively with major human health problems, such as cancer, cardiovascular disease and dementia.
A second article, by Ormandy and Griffin, 2 deals with attitudes toward the use of animals in chronic versus acute pain research involving mice, as spelled out in two given scenarios. The survey involved 465 adult participants, almost all of them from Canada and the USA, about a quarter of whom had been directly involved in animal research, and about half of whom had been involved in an animal protection movement. A majority of the participants were opposed to the use of mice in either chronic or acute pain research, regardless of the perceived benefits of the research. Supporters of such research emphasised its potential, rather than actual, benefits.
What is shocking about these two important surveys is that opinions about the nature of animal research, and the likelihood that it will be truly beneficial to humans, still seem to be based on uninformed attitudes and on propaganda of one kind or another, despite all that has taken place since the publication of Russell and Burch's The Principles of Human Experimental Technique, in 1959. 3 The results of research on so-called animal models cannot, and should not, be expected to be readily translatable to human conditions and experience, for reasons which I summarised in my plenary lecture at the 9th World Congress on Alternatives and Animal Use in the Life Sciences, in Prague on 27 August 2014. 4 At the risk of being accused of repetition (although it could be seen as reinforcement, which is quite respectable), I will spell them out again here:
1. The development of models is dependent on having sufficient understanding of what is to be modelled: we usually don't.
2. It also requires sufficient understanding of the models to be used: we never have that either. Rodents, dogs and non-human primates have not evolved, or been designed, to be models of Homo sapiens.
3. The models should be simple and without uncontrollable variables: they never are.
4. Modifying the models, e.g. by genetic manipulation, will make them even more complicated: the result is more uncontrollable variables and greater uncertainties.
5.
The human being to be modelled doesn't actually exist: human genetic polymorphism results in infinite diversity, further complicated by a variety of different lifestyle factors, other diseases, and exposure to many other different factors.
The diseases being modelled don't exist either:
there is no such thing as Alzheimer's disease or Parkinson's disease: these names refer to symptoms, not single diseases. For example, there are at least 100 forms of dementia: finding relevant and usable animal models for them would be impossible.
As I also said in Prague, relying on animal models to answer essential questions is rather like trying to complete a jigsaw puzzle, without being sure that all the right pieces are there and without having a picture of what is to be created. We must use the new in silico, in vitro and (safe and ethical) human in vivo technologies to give us puzzles with all their parts and with clear pictures of what they are, so that we can conduct studies and set up tests of direct relevance to humans, without the pitfalls of inter-species differences and the use of models as complex as humans themselves.
I am sometimes on the verge of despair, when I think that very little real progress is being made in the campaign to replace the, all-too-often thoughtless, reliance of medical research and application on the traditional and fallacious resort to animal experiments. Then I think of a golden period in my life, when I was a post-doc in Berkeley, California, at the moment when the anti-Vietnam War movement really got under way, alongside the dramatic civil rights marches which were to have such huge effects. The campaigners were encouraged by great folk singers, such as Peter Seeger, whose wonderful song, Where have all the flowers gone?, ended with the words, Oh, when will they ever learn? We first heard it on the LP, We Shall Overcome, recorded at his amazing concert at the Carnegie Hall, New York, in June 1963.
The politicians did learn, finally -the Vietnam War was brought to an end, and civil rights were given to those who had been denied them. I long for the day when the truth about animal experimentation will have been learned by all concerned, confident of the certain knowledge that "the truth will make you free". 5 
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